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Foreword

In the 1930s the Air Corps Tactical School at Maxwell Field,

_Alabama, was the birthplace and nurturing ground for American air doc-

trine. The work undertaken at the school became manifest in the skies
over Europe, the Mediterranean, and the Pacific in the Second World
War. Those who studied and taught there were the same individuals who
prepared America for war, and then led its airmen into combat. This band
of men spawned and shaped the independent United States Air Force in
the postwar era. Their influence is still felt today, for they developed the
airpower doctrines and institutions that enabled the United States to
prevail in the Cold War. Their strategic vision, evolved from the thoughts
of Douhet, Mitchell, and Trenchard, is now embodied in the Air Force’s
notion of Global Reach—Global Power. The legacy of the Air Corps
Tactical School continues on with the comprehensive programs of the Air
University, the world’s premier airpower training institution. From flight
within the atmosphere to flight within space, American airmen fly their
missions based on principles enunciated in the lecture halls of Maxwell Air
Force Base.

Dr. Richard P. Hallion
Air Force Historian




Air Service Tactical School Quarters, Langley Field, Virginia
Note: the cover painting depicts the school at Maxwell Field, Alabama




Introduction

The air experience of World War I demonstrated, among other things,
the need for officers trained in the employment of military aircraft. Hence,
in 1920, concurrently with the recognition of the Air Service as a combat-
ant arm of the Army, the professional education of air officers was
provided for by the creation of the new arm’s own special and general
schools. Among the schools established was the Air Service Field Officers’
School at Langley Field, Virginia. This school was subsequently redesig-
nated Air Service Tactical School (1922), and later Air Corps Tactical
School (1926). In 1931 the school was moved from Langley to Maxwell
Field, Alabama.

Throughout the decades between world wars, the Tactical School
served as the highest educational establishment within the air arm. Its
basic mission was to train air officers (and selected officers of the other
arms and services) in the strategy, tactics, and techniques of airpower.
Although the school never lost sight of this function, in its considerations
of employment of the air weapon it was confronted by the hard fact that,
unlike the other arms and services, it had no long precedent or body of
doctrine on which to base instruction. Therefore, the school became
inextricably involved in developing air doctrine.

In 1929 the Tactical School adopted as its motto: Proficimus More
Irretenti. (We Make Progress Unhindered by Custom). It was singularly
appropriate. For the record of airpower in World War I was one of
promise rather than solid achievement, and the Air Corps Tactical School
was more concerned with the promise than with the limited record, with
tomorrow than with yesterday. Indeed, the impact of airpower on future
wars became the very heart of the instruction given at the school. Admit-
tedly, much of what was taught was based only on theory, but the
significance of the Tactical School lies primarily in the fact that it forged
an integrated body of concepts for the employment of airpower. It was in
its extra-legal role as the doctrinal center for the Air Corps that the school
made its most valuable contribution, not only to the air arm, but to the
nation.
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1

Early Military Education
Development of Military Educational System, 1802-1914

The United States government has always been concerned with the
professional education of its military men. At the conclusion of the
Revolutionary War, Maj. Gen. Henry Lee commented that “a government
is the murderer of its citizens which sends them to the field uninformed
and untaught, where they are to meet men of the same age and strength,
mechanized by education and discipline for battle.”! Other Revolutionary
War figures who remembered vividly the weaknesses and inefficiencies of
an army without trained officers went beyond Lee’s general condemnation.
In the period immediately following the war, Washington, Hamilton, Knox,
and Pickering all urged the establishment of a military academy to provide
a hard core of professionally trained officers to command in any future
emergency.” Washington, in particular, writing just before his death,
supported a proposal to establish an academy:

The Establishment of an Institution of this kind on a respectable
and extensive basis has ever been considered by men an Object of
primary importance to this country; and while I was in the Chair of
Government I omitted no proper opportunity of recommending it
in my public Speeches and other ways, to the attention of the
Legislature.’

Shortly thereafter, James McHenry, Secretary of War, also recommended
the founding of a military academy, arguing, in part, that “no sentiment is
more just than this, that in proportion as the circumstances of a people are
opposed to the maintenance of a large military force, it is important that
as much perfection as possible be given to that which may at any time
exist.*

This early interest in the professional education of military leaders
resulted in the opening of the United States Military Academy at West
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Point on 4 July 1802. Thus established, the policy of having the govern-
ment provide professional military training was strengthened and broad-
ened in the following years. The United States Naval Academy was
founded at Annapolis in 1845, and in 1876, the Coast Guard Academy was
established in New London, Connecticut.

The three academies, whose graduates were to constitute the back-
bone of the military establishment, provided the basic professional educa-
tion for officers of the various services. But while the Military Academy
would furnish the Army with the nucleus of the officer corps required in
an emergency, the Army very soon felt a need for specialized training of all
officers—Academy graduates and nongraduates alike. As early as April
1824 an Artillery School of Practice was established at Fortress Monroe,
Virginia, where newly commissioned second lieutenants received a year of
practical and theoretical training. At first the student body was made up of
those West Point graduates who upon graduation were assigned to the
Artillery, but later the course was changed so as to give advanced training
to experienced officers.’ Although the school underwent numerous changes,
it set the pattern for future schools in other arms. In 1827 an informal
Infantry School of Practice was established at Jefferson Barracks, but
advanced training for the various arms did not gain momentum until the
last two decades of the nineteenth century. Then, in rapid succession,
came the Infantry and Cavalry School at Fort Leavenworth in 1881 and the
Cavalry and Light Artillery School at Fort Riley in 1887. By 1904 there
were seven special schools for officers of the arms and services: the
Artillery School, the Engineer School, the School of Submarine Defense,
the School of Application for Cavalry and Field Artillery, the Army
Medical School, the Signal School, and the Infantry and Cavalry School.

At the turn of the century the Army felt the need for even more
advanced training for its officers. What was needed was an educational
system within the service which would go beyond Academy and special
school training in the fields of command and staff duties and provide an
opportunity for senior officers to retire temporarily from the pressing
demands of staff and command duties to consider the serious problems of
the nature of war, American theories and doctrines of warfare, and the
whole broad question of American national defense. These needs for
advanced education of officers were filled in 1901 by the creation of the
General Service and Staff College at Fort Leavenworth and the Army War
College Washington, D.C. The former underwent numerous redesigna-
tions, becoming eventually the Command and General Staff School. This
school served, in substance, as the stepping stone between the special
schools and the War College, the capstone in the Army’s educational
system, where courses in military strategy prevailed and where new ideas
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were tested for the General Staff. Hence, by the beginning of the twenti-
eth century provision had been made not only for the education of Army
officers on a graduate level but also for their specialized training and
education in the arms and services.

When the Army acquired its first airplane in 1909, it took the first step
in the development of yet another arm of the service. For several years
however, Army aviation remained as an adjunct to the Signal Corps. From
the creation of the Aeronautical Division of the Signal Corps in 1907
(redesignated the Aviation Section in 1914) until the entry of the United
States into World War I, the formal professional training provided for
officers was in no way comparable to that furnished officers of other arms
and services, such as infantry, cavalry, artillery, and signal. In 1911 a flying
school was established at College Park, Maryland, and continued in
operation until near the end of 1912. In January 1913 a second flying
school was opened at North Island, San Diego, California. By 1914 this
school was offering not only pilot training but also ground-school instruc-
tion in various subjects, such as mapping, navigation, acronautical engi-
neering, meteorology, topography, and internal combustion engines. In-
structors and students at the College Park and San Diego schools were
intensely interested in the military possibilities of the airplane. They,
together with interested civilians and civilian agencies, went far beyond the
scope of the formal school curriculum by experimenting with—among
other things—machine guns on airplanes, communications equipment for
aircraft, bomb sights and bombing, aerial photography, and cooperation
with the infantry. Nevertheless, formal training continued to stress the
technical aspects of flying and maintenance. Because of the very newness
of the airplane the curriculum at the flying schools could not include, as
the courses of study at the older schools did for their various weapons,
instruction in the tactics, techniques, and employment of the air weapon.®

The Impact of World War 1

After the outbreak of war in Europe in 1914, nothing substantial was
done toward increasing the size of the Aviation Section or broadening the
scope of training given to aviation personnel. When the United States
entered the war in 1917, time would not permit the establishment of a
comprehensive educational system for air officers. Indeed, there were not
enough people, within the Army or without, with adequate knowledge of
military aviation to inaugurate a full-blown educational system for aviation
personnel. Under the circumstances, the military had to improvise and, to
a considerable extent, to depend on the Allies for advanced training of the
Air Service. :
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Experiments in the United States between 1911 and 1916 indicated
that American airmen foresaw that the airplane would be not merely a
means of collecting intelligence information, but that it would be a weapon
of war. When the United States entered the conflict in April 1917, war
experience had proved the point. By that time, in fact, certain principles
for the employment of airpower already had been well established by the
Allies: 1) aerial superiority was prerequisite to successful air operations;
2) the only truly effective means of establishing and maintaining control of
the air was through a determined offensive against the hostile air force;
3) when air attacks, both against hostile air forces and vital rear areas,
were carried out in depth, enemy reconnaissance and pursuit action
against friendly front lines decreased; 4) limiting the air services to
reconnaissance and observation failed to utilize to full advantage military
aircraft which could take the war to the enemy by bombing and strafing;
and 5) in battle the air arm was more effective if concentrated under a
single command.

Lt. Col. (later Brig. Gen.) William Mitchell, who arrived in Paris
shortly after the United States entered the war and who was, at the time,
the ranking American air officer in Europe, was impressed with the
theories held by Allied air officers. Echoes of their ideas on the employ-
ment of airpower began to dot Mitchell’s diary: “The only real defense
against aircraft is other aircraft”;’ again, “a very significant thing to me
was that we could cross the lines of these contending armies in a few
minutes in our airplanes whereas the armies have been locked in the
struggle, immovable, powerless to advance, for three years...They get
nowhere, as far as ending the war is concerned.” By observing and actually
experiencing German bombing attacks, Mitchell learned to respect the
effects which bombardment could have on material and morale, and he
came to believe firmly that “airplane bombing...will have a great effect
on all the operations, if efficiently carried out.” In May 1917, on a visit to
Maj. Gen. Hugh M. Trenchard, Mitchell was profoundly impressed with
the Royal Flying Corps commander’s advanced ideas on airpower, espe-
cially with the view that “an airplane is an offensive and not a defensive
weapon” and with the ideas of behind-the-line bombardment and a unified
air command.

Although the American Air Service did not play a major role in World
War I, Mitchell was able to give convincing demonstrations of the effec-
tiveness of the mass employment of military aviation. The American Air
Service learned at Chateau-Thierry in July 1918 the first real lesson in the
use of organized air units; it was a severe and costly lesson. Flying, for the
most part, defensive missions against a numerically superior enemy air
force cost the Americans a substantial portion of their meager force.
Nevertheless, the campaign served to confirm many of Mitchell’s earlier
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beliefs. He saw at firsthand the necessity for aerial superiority; he realized
that “spreading out or disseminating our air force in small detachments
spelled entire defeat for us.”® He came to see that engaging enemy air
units as far as possible from the front and threatening vital rear areas
forced the enemy to concentrate his pursuit in the threatened sector; thus,
enemy air action at the front against Allied observation planes and against
the infantry was reduced and Allied air forces were enabled to concentrate
their own air strength.’

In only two battles of the war—Saint-Mihiel and the Meuse-Argonne
—was Mitchell able to test with a sizable force the theories he had formed
on the basis of what he had learned from the Allies and from the
American experience at Chiteau-Thierry. In September 1918 the Ameri-
cans were given the task of eliminating the Saint-Mihiel salient. Elevated
to the position of Air Service Commander, First Army, in the reorganiza-
tion following Chateau-Thierry and given the responsibility for the air
phase of the battle, Mitchell persuaded Allied high commanders to permit
him to bring together under his control the largest air force yet assembled,
totaling 1,481 aircraft, mostly American and French, but including units of
all the Allies.!’ _

Perhaps the most important consideration that prompted Mitchell to
request such a large force was his awareness of the necessity for aerial
superiority. His plan was to assemble a force as large as that of the
Germans and to strike first, thus wresting the initiative from the enemy. In
order that the plan might not be divulged the force was assembled without
decreasing air action in other sectors and without any preliminary air
attacks in the assault area. Surprise seems to have been achieved; the
enemy initially had only 295 aircraft available to oppose the First Army’s
1,481 and Mitchell quickly won aerial superiority. When on the battle’s
third day (14 September) German aircraft began to appear in increasing
- numbers, Allied pursuit turned almost exclusively to aerial combat, main-
taining effective local control of the air for the last two days of the ground
advance. Moreover, the vigorous offensive of the Allied air force forced
the enemy airmen to remain on the defensive.

In addition to maintaining control of the air, the air force, divided into
two air brigades, struck alternately at the right and left flanks of the salient
and at communications and supplies in the enemy’s rear. Pursuit pilots
trained in aerial combat applied themselves, especially during the first two
days of the battle, to long-range visual reconnaissance and strafing. Al-
though inclement weather hampered daylight bomber operations, every
day missions were dispatched, forcing enemy air the defensive and drawing
it away from the front lines, so that Allied observation operated almost
unopposed near the front. Taking advantage the better night weather,
British, French, and Italian bombers attacked command posts near the
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front, and points along the rail line over which the enemy was bringing up
reserves.

The air battle at Saint-Mihiel was costly to Allied air units but it paid
large dividends. While the German armies were largely denied the advan-
tages of aerial reconnaissance and observation and suffered at the hands
of Allied aircraft, the American infantry “was kept informed of develop-
ments practically hourly” and was relatively immune from attacks by
hostile aircraft."! The road attacks had blocked the enemy’s principal
avenue of escape and had increased considerable the number of prisoners
taken (over 15,000) and materie! captured when Allied infantry finally
pinched off the salient. The success attending the employment of so large
and heterogeneous a force demonstrated the validity of Mitchell’s con-
tention that the air force should, and could, be massed under one com-
mander for successful operations and set the pattern for Air Servnce
operations for the last two months of the war.

Although never again able to mass as large a force as he had at
Saint-Mihiel, Mitchell employed the same principle of concentration dur-
ing the more extended Meuse-Argonne offensive, 26 September to 11
November. Thus, when the German air service struck at the Americans on
the flanks of the Meuse-Argonne salient to “make our infantry insist on
splitting up our pursuit aviation so as to give local protection everywhere,”
Mitchell refused “to spread a thin veneer of airplanes along the front
through which the enemy air could break easily at any point with a large
group formation.”'? Throughout this last Allied operation, Mitchell’s pur-
suits remained on the offensive, searching out and attacking hostile air-
craft and airdromes, maintaining local air superiority, and continuing their
strafing attack; bombers worked largely on communications and troop and
supply concentrations.

The operations of the Air Service, AEF were almost entirely tactical,
but if the war had lasted for a few more months the Americans almost
certainly would have participated in a projected strategic air war against
Germany. German bombing of London and creation by the British in
October 1917 of a striking force designed specifically for strategic attacks
against Germany had indicated an awareness of the strategic potentialities
of the air weapon. Moreover, in November 1917 Lt. Col. E. S. Gorrell of
the American Air Service had prepared an amazingly comprehensive plan
for “strategical bomb dropping” (defined as bomb-dropping against “com-
mercial centers”) against Germany." Although the Gorrell plan was never
implemented, before the end of the war the British had established an
independent air force within the RAF for such operations. Of perhaps
greater significance was the fact that plans were on foot to create an Allied
strategic air force, but the war ended before such a force could be set up.
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Although observation undoubtedly remained the dominant role for
aviation throughout World War I, the air combat of that war and the
limited bombardment operations were portents to Mitchell and the rank
and file of the flying personnel. Mitchell, through the medium of both the
written and spoken word, argued ceaselessly in the postwar period for
recognition of the principles which, in his opinion, had been clearly
demonstrated during the war: the air force should be an independent arm;
there was an independent air mission; air units should be commanded by
airmen; airpower to be effective had to be concentrated; and bombard-
ment was the most important element of the air force. Other airmen,
although expressing themselves in somewhat milder terms-—and tones—
recognized that airpower should be centralized under an air commander
and that airpower did have an independent mission.

Establishment of Schools for Air Officers

The introduction of the air weapon in World War I and the faith of
airmen in its future led to endless squabbles in the postwar period. The
Army recognized that the Air Service would play a useful role in future
warfare, but how was the air weapon to be fitted into the over-all structure
of national defense? Could aviation best serve the interests of the nation
as an entirely separate, independent branch of the military establishment,
or should it remain integral to the Army and the Navy? The question of
the organization of the air arm became inextricably interwoven with the
question of its employment.  The two defied easy solution. Although
bitterly opposing any proposal to establish an independent air arm, the
War Department General Staff (WDGS), which provided the key spokes-
men for the ground arm’s position, gracefully acceded to the creation of
the Air Service as a combatant arm of the Army in the Army Reorganiza-
tion Act of 1920.*

In keeping with the long precedent of professional education for the
arms and services, the Air Service formulated plans for its own educational
system. An early plan called for an Air Service academy, which the
Director of Air Service suggested would be the best way to obtain the 300
or 400 officers who would have to be replaced annually in the Army’s air
arm.!* Although the suggestion does not seem to have been pushed, it
clearly indicates that immediately after the war the Air Service not only

* The legality of the Air Service before 1920 rested on a series of executive orders, dating
from May 1918.
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considered itself a permanent member of the military establishment but
that it considered itself such a specialized arm that there was “no way of
training officers, even in part, for the Air Service, except in the Air Service
itself.”!s

In addition to an Air Academy the Air Service sensed the need for its
own service school. Although junior officers learned the fundamentals of
drill, discipline, routine, and subordinate administrative and staff work
through experience, and although they could acquire technical knowledge
through specialized training, there was still a need for indoctrinating
officers in the duties of squadron and higher air unit commanders and in
the tactical employment of military aviation. Accordingly, in October 1919
the Director of Air Service sought permission to establish an Army Air
Service School of Application at Langley Field, Virginia, to develop and
standardize the instruction and training of officers in the tactics and
techniques of the Air Service.' It was contemplated that any officer of the
Air Service might be detailed as a student and that graduation from the
school would be prerequisite to assignment of an officer to command of
“larger units, or to higher staff work.” All students were to have completed
pilot training (or balloon and airship pilot training) and to have had at
least one year’s service with an Air Service organization.

Academically, the proposed course of study was be divided into three
departments: the Department of Military Art (Tactical); the Department
of Aeronautical Engineering (Technical): and the Department of Adminis-
tration (Administrative). Of the three, the Department of Military Art
would be the most important and would be allotted 600 of the scheduled
1,200 hours of instruction; the remaining 600 hours would be divided
equally between the other two departments. That the curriculum would
emphasize Air Service matters was reflected in the fact that of the 600
hours allotted to the Tactical Department, 250 were to be devoted to
tactics of air fighting. The other 350 hours would be divided among seven
courses: Tactics of Other Arms (Including Navies) and Combined Tactics
of All Arms would each have 100 hours; 50 hours were to be devoted to
Military History and Strategy and Methods of Liaison, 30 hours each to
Conduct of War and Troops in Campaign, and 20 hours each to Weapons
and Munitions of War and to Current Military Events. The 300 hours
devoted to the Technical Department were to be divided between courses
in Aircraft Construction (85 hours), Aircraft Accessories (70 hours), Power
and Its Transmission (80 hours), Navigation (50 hours), and Meteorology
(15 hours). These courses were not designed to produce specialists in the
fields covered but were to qualify squadron and balloon commanders and
Air Service officers of higher commands for their duties. The 300 hours in
the Administrative Department were to be divided between Administra-
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tion (150 hours), Elements of Law, International Law, and Military Appli-
cation of Principles of Law (50 hours each).””

On 25 February 1920 the War Department authorized the establish-
ment of 11 special service schools for the Air Service, including the Air
Service School, Langley Field, Virginia. The field officers course of the Air
Service School* followed in organization and purposes the previous year’s
recommendations of the Director of the Air Service.!® The letter of
authorization for the course stipulated: “instruction which will fit the
graduates thereof for the performance of duties that devolve upon officers
of the Air Service as such reducing the instruction in the tactics of other
arms and in combined tactics to that necessary to qualify an Air Service
officer to function as an Air Service officer.”?

Air Service Field Officer’s School, Langley Field

Shortly after the authorization of the Air Service schools, the field
officers course became the Air Service Field Officers’ School. In July Maj.
Thomas DeW. Milling was ordered to Langley to organize this school,
which was to open that fall?’ The task was formidable. Not only was
equipment lacking, but officers with Air Service experience who would be
suitable as instructors were scarce. Finally, 17 officers, in addition to
Milling, were made available. Nine of them were designated as instructors:
Majs. Frederick L. Martin and Davenport Johnson; Capts. Joseph T.
McNarney, Gerald E. Brower, John H. Jouett (for lecture purposes only),
Harry C. Drayton, and Clearton H. Reynolds; 1st Lt. Ralph B. Bagby; and
2d Lt. Jacob M. Woodard (school armament officer). Eight were desig-
nated as students: Maj. Leo A. Walton, Capts. Thomas J. Hanley, Jr., and
Louis R. Knight, and 1st Lts. Thomas N. Blackburn, Chester P. Dorland,
Arthur E. Easterbrook, Edwin J. House, and Walter R. Lawson. In making
these assignments of staff and students the Chief of Air Service notified
the commandant of the school that the services of these officers were to be
used in the manner the school commander deemed most appropriate, and-
some of the officers assigned as students actually became instructors and
vice versa. For example, Hanley served as an instructor rather than as a
student, and Reynolds became a student instead of an instructor.” Appar-

_ently neither Dorland nor House attended this session, their places being

* Other courses at the Air Service School were 1) “an Airship School,” 2) an enlisted
men’s aerial and photography course, and 3) an enlisted men’s balloon-mechanics course.
Some members of the faculty apparently doubled as instructors and students, for
Hanley, Johnson, McNarney, and Milling are listed as 1921 graduates of the school.
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taken by Lieutenant Bagby, who originally was assigned as an instructor,
and 1st Lieutenant Clayton Bissell. Bagby resigned from the Army on 10
May 1921 and was not included among the graduates of that year.”!
Although not assigned initially Maj. William C. Sherman, who served as
Milling’s assistant, was an important addition to the faculty.

During the summer a program of instruction was prepared and
received War Department approval. Pressed for time and hampered by the
limited Air Service precedent and doctrine, instructors were unable to
prepare in detail the various courses scheduled; nevertheless, the school
opened on 1 November 1920.2

Although planned on a nine-months basis, the first session was cut
short. In the spring of 1921 both faculty and students were absorbed by the
First Provisional Air Brigade which had been organized under Brig. Gen.
William Mitchell to carry out bombing experiments against ex-German
war vessels. School authorities felt that their work under Mitchell was
excellent practice and that the course in Combined Aerial Tactics and
Staff Duties was much more practical than the ordinary course would have
been, but the exercise caused the suspension of all class work until the
following October; consequently, the school opened for its second session
without adequate preparation having been made.”

Although courses were not completely rounded out during the first
two years, the school made a creditable record. Lectures were given in the
majority of the subjects scheduled: Observation, Pursuit, Bombardment,
and Attack, Troops in Campaign and Tactics, and Staff Duties in the
Tactical Department; Navigation and Meteorology, Communications, Pho-
tography, Armament; and Engineering in the Technical Department; and
History of Air Service, Army Regulations, Hygiene and Sanitation, Field
Service Regulations, and Law in the Administrative Department.* Equally
important, Major Milling and his associates by the end of the second year
had established a sound administrative and instructional system that was
to provide the basis for the future expansion of the school.
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The Air Corps Tactical School at
Langley Field
Establishment of the Air Service Tactical School

The Field Officers’ School had been established to prepare senior
officers for higher Air Service command duty, but it soon became apparent
that there was a shortage of field grade officers in the Air Service.* In fact,
in 1921 the Chief of Air Service, noting the shortage, had reminded Major
Milling that, although the name of the school at Langley implied that only
field officers would attend, junior officers had been and would continue to
be sent to the school.! Moreover, in the spring of 1922 it was evident to a
board charged with the work of reorganizing the Army school system that
the Air Service Field Officers’ School was performing functions that in the
other arms and services were handled by two or more schools. Because the
only other schools provided for the Air Service were designed to give
technical training only, the board felt that every air officer, regardless of
rank, should be given an opportunity to attend the school at Langley.
Hence, in November 1922 the name of the school was officially changed to
the Air Service Tactical School (ASTS) and in 1926, when the Air Service
became the Air Corps, to the Air Corps Tactical School (ACTS).2

In the summer of 1922 the scope of the school was broadened to
cover the tactics and techniques both of the Air Service and of the other
branches of the Army and the Navy.®> The course was still to last 9 months
and was to consist of 1,345 hours of instruction, divided among 20 subjects.
Several new courses were added to its curriculum: Combat Orders, Staff
Duties, Supply, Antiaircraft Defense, and Employment with Associated

* See below, p. 18
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Units.* That air tactics and techniques were to be emphasized was evi-
denced by the fact that 160 hours of instruction were to be devoted to each
of the following subjects, Observation, Bombardment, and Pursuit (60
hours were allotted to Attack Aviation); 136 hours were to be given to
Combined Air Tactics; 76 hours were scheduled for Aeronautical Engi-
neering; and 200 hours were designated for Employment with Associated
Units, described as “a study of the employment of units to which squadrons
or groups of the Air Service are attached.”® The time schedule for other
subjects included Armament and Gunnery, 60 hours; Supply, 60 hours;
Navigation, 40 hours; Meteorology, 40 hours; Organization of the Army, 36
hours; Balloons and Airships, 36 hours; Staff Duties, 30 hours; Photogra-
phy, 24 hours; Combat Orders, 24 hours; and Antiaircraft Defense, 12
hours.

In the summer of 1923 the program of instruction underwent several
alterations. One change was the inclusion of a course in practical flying
(126 hrs.). This had not been included in the curriculum initially, for all
students were to be trained pilots. It was discovered, however, that officers
had become out of touch with flying and its peculiar demands and that
students were far from satisfactory as pilots. It was also felt that the actual
flying of and familiarity with the various types of service planes were
necessary in producing a “polished” Air Service officer. The new course
required each student to fly not less than two afternoons per week.® The
practical flying course became increasingly important as the school devel-
oped, for many of the school’s problems were solved in the air.

Other alterations involved the reduction of the total number of hours
in the program of instruction to 845 and the addition of two new courses.
Although all courses were shortened to some degree the reduction was
made largely by shortening the Employment of Associated Units from 200
to 48 hours, Combined Arms from 136 to 54, Bombardment from 160 to
56, Pursuit from 160 to 84 and Observation from 160 to 118; Stable
Management (25 hours) was eliminated. The two new courses added were
the History of the Air Service (9 hours) and Military Map Reading and
Sketching (24 hours).

The school organization and methods of instruction were developed
during the first few years. In accordance with Army regulations, the
commanding officer of the base on which the school was located automati-
cally became commandant, a principle which was followed throughout the
school’s history, both at Langley and Maxwell Field to which the school
moved in the summer of 1931.7 Maj. William N. Hensley, Jr., who assumed
command of Langley Field on April 1920, became the first commandant of
the school. For all practical purposes, however, direction of school affairs
at first fell to the “Officer in Charge.” Major Milling headed the school
under this designation until the 1923-1924 session, when his title became
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assistant commandant. During this same period Milling’s immediate assist-
ant Maj. William C. Sherman, was designated as “Assistant to’'the Officer
in Charge” but when Milling became assistant commandant, Capt. Earl L.
Naiden, who replaced Sherman, became director of instruction. As such,
Naiden’s tasks consisted of “coordinating the instruction of the school as
well as adjusting the courses with those of General Service School at Fort
Leavenworth, and in preparation of Air Service officers for attendance at
that school.”® This particular position within the faculty remained in force
while the school was at Langley. After the move to Maxwell Field there
was a slight curriculum readjustment which was accompanied by the
consolidation of the duties of the assistant commandant and director of
instruction and the appointment of a director for each department. An-
other minor administrative change occurred in 1923 when school adjutant
became the school secretary. Although both the faculty and curriculum
expanded, the basic administrative organization of the school remained the
same: the commandant served in dual role of post commander and head of
the school; the assistant commandant was responsible for the smooth
functioning of the Academic Department of the school; in performing
his duties the assistant commandant was assisted by the secretary, the
director of instruction, the directors of the departments,* and the various
instructors. :

Instruction was both theoretical and practical. Normally, morning
periods were devoted to classroom instruction, consisting of lectures,
conferences, and illustrative problems. The method of instruction in most
subjects followed a definite pattern. During classroom conferences, in-
structors described the principles of the subject and their applications,
study assignments from the text having been previously given. After several
conferences an illustrative problem was worked in class. In the Bombard-
ment course, for example, after lectures and conferences on characteristics
of bombardment aircraft and the employment of bombardment aviation,
each student would be designated a group commander and would be
ordered to attack a certain objective with his group. After taking into
consideration the theoretical opposition imposed by enemy antiaircraft
artillery and pursuit aviation, the nature of the objective, support by
friendly aircraft (pursuit and perhaps attack), and such other factors as
reconnaissance reports and the results desired, each student made his
basic decisions for the attack and produced the over-all plan. This plan
included the time and general method of attack, bombs and fuzes to be
used, type of formation and routes to be flown, direction and altitude of

* Beginning with the 1934-1935 session of school.
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attack, method of bombing, and all other details necessary for the proper
execution of the mission. Almost all courses culminated in one or more
examinations, called “map problems,” in which students were given a
situation and each worked out his solution alone. Subjects that did not
lend themselves to map problems ended in regular examinations.’

In general, the afternoons were reserved for flying and the practical
application, insofar as possible, of classroom theories of air tactics and
techniques.

Although the parsimony of Congress retarded the development of the
Air Service in general in the period immediately after World War 1, in
some respects the physical plant of the school at Langley rather quickly
reached a satisfactory state. A library, which had been established with the
founding of the school, grew steadily. For example, during the 1922-1923
school year, 1,983 new books and pamphlets were added; by the same year
the subscription list to periodicals had been increased to 31, including
foreign and domestic magazines covering both technical and general Air
Service information.'” Major Naiden, assistant commandant, reporting in
1926 on the progress of the library, recommended “that the present
generous policy towards the library be continued.” He noted that more use
was being made of the library each year, and he considered that fact alone
as good evidence of both its value and growth.!" From the first year, maps
and certain other classroom equipment had been made available to the
school.’? By 1926 Major Naiden could report that the miscellaneous
equipment of the school was in a satisfactory condition and sufficient to
meet most needs."

Nevertheless, throughout its stay at Langley Field the school labored
under various handicaps. Quarters were inadequate for the number of
officers assigned; a building specifically designed for the school was
needed.* Nor were there ever enough airplanes available to demonstrate
as thoroughly as school authorities desired the principles in techniques
being taught. More serious, however, than the physical shortcomings at
Langley, were the lack of an adequate staff and the very limited amount of
Air Service precedent and doctrine. Adequate funds and labor could
provide the physical foundation, but only time, experience, and careful
study by dedicated men could add the intellectual superstructure.!*

* Before 1930, Langley Field personnel and equipment were housed principally in
temporary buildings. Permanent structures consisted of officer’s quarters, the administration
buildings, boat house, balloon hangar, two brick airplane hangars (constructed in 1918), and a
few miscellaneous small buildings. Many commissioned officers of the higher grades were on
commutation and lived in the adjoining community. (Hist. Langley Fid., Inception to 1 Mar.
1935)
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Air Corps Board at Langley

The problem of maintaining an adequate staff was aggravated by the
fact that faculty members were burdened with additional post duties and
were frequently called upon to serve on various boards and committees.
One particular board which diverted the attention of a portion of the
faculty should be mentioned. In 1922 there had been established at
Langley Field an Air Service Board which was to consider such subjects as
might be referred to it by the Chief of Air Service and “to originate and
submit ... recommendations looking to the improvement of the Air Ser-
vice.”?® Its membership was to consist of the commandant and assistant
commandant of the Air Service Tactical School and from two to five other
officers, at least one of whom would be relieved of all duties other than
those pertaining to the board. Despite the provision for personnel, the
board continually suffered from the lack of an adequate staff. In 1924 the
commandant of the school, although recognizing that the board, when
properly organized and operating, could be of great assistance to both the
Air Service at large and to the school in particular, reported that since no
officer had been assigned as a working member, the board had not as yet
functioned.'®

Although the board had “working members” in 1925,* it still was not
handling the service problems for which it had been established. To the
contrary, Maj. Oscar Westover, commandant of the school, reported that
he, Major Milling, assistant commandant, and Major Naiden, director of
instruction, had functioned throughout the year as members of the Air
Service Board, personally reviewing, correcting, and criticizing correspond-
ence courses prepared by the working members. Indeed, despite its broad
directive and the original intent, the Air Service Board (redesignated Air
Corps Board in 1926) throughout its existence at Langley Field functioned
only as an auxiliary of the Tactical School, handling correspondence
courses.!”

Staff and Faculty, 1920-1931

In addition to the extracurricular duties which absorbed much of the
time of the officers, the problem of obtaining and maintaining an adequate
staff of competent instructors was further complicated by the fact that air
officers with combat experience were limited in number, and few could be

* Available records do not give the names of these “working members.”
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made available to serve as instructors.* A further handicap was the fact
that during the first three years there was a rapid turnover of instructor
personnel. For example, of the original staff, only three (Milling, Sherman,
and McNarney) were on hand during the second year. To make matters
worse, no policy had been set for filling vacancies. Moreover, although as
early as 1923 a director of instruction was appointed for the primary
purpose of coordinating the various courses, the incumbent of that office
was forced to serve in the dual role of instructor and director.

For several reasons the Tactical School especially needed competent
instructors. In the place, it was the most advanced Air Corps school. Thus,
courses in all aspects of the air arm—technical, tactical, and administra-
tive—were included in the school curriculum. Secondly, ACTS served
within the Army’s educational system as an Air Corps preparatory school
for the Command General Staff School. Finally, school authorities, mind-
ful of the prejudice against the Air Corps in numerous other branches of
the Army and keenly aware of the lack of appreciation of the potentialities
of airpower on the part of the rank and file of ground officers, were
determined that before Air Corps officers attended the Command and
General Staff School, they should be well trained in and thoroughly
familiar with all aspects of their own arm.

In June 1924 Tactical School authorities recommended to the Chief of
Air Service that specific steps be taken to eliminate many of the instructor
personnel problems. Instructors should be assigned for at least two years,
and longer if possible. There should be an overlap of at least four months
between the arrival of a newly appointed instructor and the departure of
his predecessor. Perhaps of more importance was the recommendation
that there be established a policy of drawing future instructors from
graduates of ASTS and the General Service Schools; at least one graduate
of the latter should be ordered to the Tactical School every year. It was
believed that such a policy would eventually result in uniform instruction
and close coordination with the other branches.’

In August the Office of the Chief of Air Service approved the school
recommendations with only minor reservations. Instructors would be drawn
from graduates of the ASTS or the General Service Schools; officers
assigned to the school would, in the future, be ordered to report “some-
time” prior to the departure of their predecessors; and officers ordered to
duty at the school would be allowed to remain for “extended tours of
duty.”’® This policy tended to stabilize the Tactical School, giving it early
direction and continuity.

* For a complete list of the staff and faculty see Appendix 2.
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The shortage of instructors, however, continued to plague the school.
In 1925 Major Naiden, director of instruction, noted that many desirable
undertakings had to be foregone because of this situation, which he
considered the school’s greatest weakness. Not only did the staff remain
small but the handful of instructors continued to be called on to perform
duties outside the school. School officials granted that much of this
extracurricular work was beneficial because it kept instructors abreast of
the latest technical developments and air force thinking, but as long as
there was only one instructor available for each course, such added duties
not only hampered the preparation of classroom presentations, but if such
duty occurred during the school year, it caused a shortening of the course
given by the instructor involved. Moreover, as interest in the military use
of aviation grew and as literature representing every shade of civilian and
military opinion on the subject increased, it became increasingly difficult
for the small staff at the school to keep up with all, or even an acceptable

" part, of what was being written and said on the subject in which they as

individuals and the school in general were vitally interested. As late as
1930, Maj. Walter H. Frank, assistant commandant, in requesting the -
assignment of additional instructors, noted that although the library had
been considerably enlarged, making available a large amount of aviation
data, an “untold amount” of research remained to be done before the
school would derive any benefit from it.° ‘

It was fortunate for the school and for the air arm that the staff and
faculty, though small in number, were composed for the most part of
farsighted, capable men who were convinced that the advent of the
military airplane had revolutionized the art of war. Throughout the nine-
teen-twenties officers in responsible posts at the school were for the most
part veterans of World War I, and their combat experience influenced

. them in teaching the tactics and techniques of the various classes of

aviation. With only the experience of the war to serve as a guide with too
little time to give to new thoughts and ideas in the preparation of the
courses, they used, during the early years of the school, the air operations
of World War I as illustrations of the employment of airpower. Their
dependence upon World War I was, however, an expedient, intended to
serve only until time could be found to analyze and evaluate the air
experience of that war and from the premises thus established to theorize
on the probable impact of airpower on the nature of future war. For
instructors at the Tactical School were convinced (as were airmen in
general), that airpower would be a vitally important element in future
conflicts, and their greatest achievement at the school was the sifting and
selection—and sometimes conceiving—of ideas on the crucial issue of the
employment of airpower in war. The list of instructors at the Tactical
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School during its years at Langley included the following names of officers
who were in later years substantial contributors to air thought in the
period between wars and as air leaders during World War II:

Brig. Gen.* Thomas DeW. Milling, Assistant Commandant, 1920-1925

Gen. Joseph T. McNarney, Instructor, 1920-1925

Maj. Gen. Davenport Johnson, Instructor, 1920-1921; 1926-1928

Brig. Gen. Thomas J. Hanley, Jr., Instructor, 1920-1921

Brig. Gen. Earl L. Naiden, Director of Instruction, 1923-1925; Assistant
Commandant, 1925-1926

Maj. Gen. Oscar Westover, Commandant, 1924-1926

Lt. Gen. Lewis H. Brereton, Instructor, 1924-1925

Maj. Gen. Edwin J. House, Secretary, 1925-1929

Maj. Gen. Walter H. Frank, Assistant Commandant, 1926-1930

Maj. Gen. Clayton Bissell, Instructor, 1926-1931

Gen. George C. Kenney, Instructor, 1927-1931

Brig. Gen. Robert C. Candee, Instructor, 1928-1932

Maj. Gen. Robert Olds, Instructor, 1928-1931

Brig. Gen. Kenneth N. Walker, Instructor, 1929-1933

Maj. Gen. Charles C. Chauncey, Instructor, 1929-1930

Maj. Gen. Follett Bradley, Director of Instruction, 1929-1931

Students, 1920-1931

During the early years of the school the student body, like the faculty,
was small. Only seven students were graduated the first year." Classes for
the next several years were only slightly larger: 12 were graduated in the
1922 class, 17 in 1923, 14 in 1924, 13 in 1925, and 16 in 1926. The small
number in each class was due in part to the fact that the Air Service itself
was small and in part to the lack of an adequate staff to care for more
students. In 1924 Major Milling recommended that since it was difficult to
obtain an adequate number of competent instructors for the school, the
classes should be held to a maximum of 25 students.?!

Following the limited expansion of the air arm after the creation of
the Air Corps in 1926, classes at the school became somewhat larger

* Rank given is the highest rank achieved.
Although, only seven students completed the course, four of the instructors, Milling,
Hanley, Johnson, and McNarney, were awarded certificates. Hence, the list of graduates for
the first year includes 11 names. See Appendix 3 for graduates by year.
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although the faculty was not appreciably increased. There were 20 gradu-
ates in 1927, 24 in 1928, 24 in 1929, 31 in 1930, and 39 in 1931. In all, 217
officers completed the course while the school was at Langley.

Although the school at first was called “Field Officers’ School,” field
grade officers never predominated. In the first four graduating classes
ranks ranged from one lieutenant colonel in 1923-1924 to a liberal
sprinkling of first lieutenants. Of the first 50 graduates, less than one-fourth
were of field grade: 1 lieutenant colonel and 10 majors, compared with 27
captains and 12 first lieutenants. In 1924 the Office of the Chief of Air
Service approved a recommendation from school authorities that student
officers be selected from field officer grade pilots of average age, rank, and
experience, but because of the relatively few field grade officers in the air
arm, company grade officers continued to predominate. Nevertheless,
thereafter greater care was taken in selecting students, and in 1925 Major
Naiden reported:

The students of last year’s class were for all practical purposes of
uniform rank, age, and experience. They were easy to handle and
worked well together. The undesirable element of overly keen
competition was practically eliminated, notwithstanding the fact
that the students as a whole applied themselves diligently. All of
these things resulted in a class of very high morale, something
which should be striven for at all costs. It is therefore recom-
mended that in the future every effort be made to send classes here
of a similar nature to the past one.?

The standard of admission established for air arm officers applied
equally to officers of other branches who attended ASTS. Although the
first three classes were composed solely of Air Service officers, an infantry
officer attended the 1923-1924 class. Only Air Service officers were
present for the 1924-1925 session, but in his annual report for that year
Maj. Oscar Westover, commandant, indorsed a suggestion that officers
from other branches be detailed to the school the following year. He
cautioned, however, that such officers should be of approximately the same
age, rank, and experience of Air Service students and that they should be
placed on flying status while at the school, because of the nature of the
instruction. This recommendation was eventually approved.?

There were two particular reasons for desiring the presence of officers
of other branches. As early as 1921 the Chief of Air Service had expressed
the desire to invite representatives of other arms to attend the school as a
practical means of disseminating Air Service doctrine throughout the
Army and also as a means of bringing about a better understanding and
closer spirit of cooperation between the Air Service and other arms.?
School authorities agreed, and it was that thought which lay behind Major
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Westover’s recommendation in 1925. In 1927 Major Frank, assistant com-
mandant, pointed out that attendance of officers of other arms might also
serve the useful function of destroying prejudices that existed against the
Air Corps.

One officer each from the Cavalry, Field Artillery, Coast Artillery,
Infantry, and Signal Corps and three Marine Corps officers attended the
1926-1927 session. Thereafter, the other arms and services were repre-
sented in each class.

Curriculum Changes

For the first few years of the school so little material was available,
indeed so little was known on the subject of the military application of
airpower, that a considerable amount of time was spent on ground tactics,
techniques, and strategy. In fact, the courses in the various phases and
types of aviation were concerned primarily with the contribution that
aviation could make to the ground campaign. The first textbook for air
subjects was written in 1921 by Maj. William C. Sherman and was issued in
mimeographed form by the office of the Chief of Air Service as Training
Regulations 440-15, Air Tactics. This text consisted of six sections, Char-
acteristics of Aircraft, Fundamental Doctrine of the Air Service, Observa-
tion, Attack, Bombardment, and Pursuit Aviation. Although at many
points revealing the author’s far-ranging concepts of the proper employ-
ment of airpower, the text’s main emphasis was on the human element in
war and the morale and psychological effect of airpower on surface
troops.?

By the mid-nineteen-twenties considerable progress had been made in
the development of courses in air tactics. The progress was due in part to
the appointment in 1923 of a director of instruction. Capt. Earl L. Naiden,
who was assigned to this position immediately following his graduation
from the Command and General Staff School in 1923, was able to effect a
greater coordination of the courses than had theretofore been possible.
Naiden also devoted much time to consideration of the mission of the
Tactical School and the means by which it could best meet its responsibili-
ties. He soon decided that the courses in Aeronautical Engineering and
Administration which absorbed time and energy of both the faculty and
students, were hindering the development of courses dealing with the
tactics and techniques of the various classes of aviation.?” At the close of
the 1923-1924 session, he recommended that the technical subjects in-
cluded in the curriculum be considerably shortened and the time thus
gained be applied to the tactical courses. He maintained that the Tactical
School should consider students proficient in the technical aspects of
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aviation when they arrived and that in that field they should be given only
brief refresher courses, sufficient to cover only the general principles and
to take care of any relation that existed between the technical and tactical
aspects of aviation. In May 1925 the school received War Department
approval of changes in the curriculum which were designed to place
greater emphasis on the tactical subjects, and Aeronautical Engineering
was dropped from the curriculum.?®

Increased emphasis on air matters was made possible, in part, by the
steady accumulation of information on the military use of airpower. In the
summer of 1923 instructors for the first time were permitted to devote
themselves to the preparation of their courses for the following fall,
instead of engaging in other duties such as attending exercises. Thus, from
1923 on, faculty members during the summer lull reworked their lectures
in the light of new ideas and technical developments and prepared texts
for their respective courses. By 1924 printed texts, far more explicit on
tactics, techniques, and employment than those first used, were available
for the Pursuit, Bombardment, Attack, Observation, and Combined Arms
sections.”

As the courses in air matters became more fully developed, not only
was the curriculum shifted to permit more time to be devoted to them, but
a constant effort was made to present every subject, including ground
subjects, from “an air point of view.” For example, from 1920 through 1927
lectures on the employment of airpower in World War I merely recited the
operation record. For the 1928 class, however, these lectures were modi-
fied so as to stress the use to which an air force might have been put in the
various World War I. The next year the textbooks for Bombardment,
Attack, Pursuit, and Observation were so as to include only the method of
operating the various types of aviation. But superimposed on these courses
was a new one, The Air Force, which, coming at the end of the year,
consolidated and coordinated all that had come before in Air Corps
subjects. The text for this new course included the tactics and strategy
incident to the combined operations of the various classes of aviation.*
With the growth of air arm courses, the time devoted to ground subjects
was substantially reduced; but sufficient attention continued to be given to
~ courses in the other arms and services to enable the air officers to become
familiar with the tactics, techniques, and doctrines of each.

Demonstrations and Exercises
In addition to receiving the regular academic instruction, students

participated in exercises and maneuvers, attended demonstrations, and
made inspection trips. Such activities began with the school’s participation
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in 